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1.  Introduction 

 

This submission is presented on behalf of the Future Proof Implementation Committee (“FPIC”), the 

governance group responsible for implementation of the Future Proof Growth Strategy. The FPIC 

includes representatives from the Future Proof sub-regional councils of the Waikato Regional Council, 

Hamilton City Council, Waipa and Waikato Districts as well as Tāngata Whenua and the New Zealand 

Transport Agency.   

 

The Future Proof Growth Strategy is a 50-year growth management and implementation plan for the 

Future Proof sub-region. The sub-region refers to the administrative areas of the territorial authorities 

of Hamilton City Council, Waipa District Council, and Waikato District. Future Proof is currently in the 

implementation phase and the Strategy has been embedded in relevant statutory documents. The 

Strategy has been successful in providing a strategic, integrated approach to long-term planning and 

growth management in the sub-region. 

 

Future Proof has submitted previously on the Productivity Commission’s Affordable Housing and Using 

Land for Housing inquiries. In those submissions we outlined the background to the Future Proof 

project. We do not propose to repeat that material in this submission. This submission concentrates on 

some key principles that we believe are relevant to this inquiry and a selection of questions as outlined 

in the Better Urban Planning Issues Paper. 

 

Submissions on the Issues Paper are also being made by individual Future Proof Partners which cover 

more specific matters relating to their territorial areas or functions. This submission by Future Proof is 

intended to provide a high level response to some of the key questions outlined in the paper. 

 

 

2.  Key Points 
 
Future Proof is of the view that this inquiry needs to bear in mind the following key points: 

 

 The inquiry should recognise that New Zealand has had a planning regime in place for many 

years, which in many instances has worked well. 
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 Plan making has largely been delegated to the community. This has been the case since the 

introduction of the Town and Country Planning Act 1977. 

 While there are opportunities for standardisation to through national direction such as 

templates there is an expectation from local communities that they will have a say in key policy 

outcomes that affect their amenity. 

 There needs to be a balance between responsive community outcomes and regulatory / 

compliance cost efficiency. 

 

Future Proof would also like to see better alignment between the multiple processes which are currently 

running relating to urban development. There needs to be linkage between this inquiry, as well as other 

inquiries undertaken by the Productivity Commission such as Using Land for Housing, the Resource 

Legislation Amendment Bill, and the proposed National Policy Statement on Urban Development. It is 

unclear at present how these processes relate to one another or whether the outcomes of one will 

affect the other initiatives. 

 
3. Better Urban Planning Issues Paper - Questions 

 

Future Proof has responded to several of the questions in the report which are relevant to the Future 

Proof project and to the sub-region. 

 

Q3: Thinking beyond the current urban planning system, how could a new model best deal with the 

complex and dynamic nature of urban environments? 

 

Any new model would need to: 

 Provide flexibility 

 Encourage good urban planning outcomes 

 Consider land use, infrastructure and funding in an integrated way 

 Take account of community views 

 Take account of local context 
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Q6: How does the allocation of responsibilities to local government influence land use regulation and 

urban planning? Thinking beyond the current planning system, what allocation of responsibilities to 

different levels of government would support better urban planning? 

 

Further to the points made in section 2 of this submission around the fact that plan making has largely 

been delegated to the community for some time and there are expectations from local communities 

that they will have a say in key policy outcomes that affect their amenity, it is important that local 

government retain the majority of responsibilities in relation to land use regulation and urban planning.  

 

Central Government and infrastructure providers could have further responsibilities / input in terms of 

nationally significant projects, better alignment between land use and infrastructure at a high-level and 

funding implications. This would help to support better urban planning. 

 

Future Proof is of the view that it is important that all parties work together to achieve good urban 

planning outcomes. 

 

Q7: How can an urban planning system better integrate land use regulation and infrastructure 

planning? 

 

There needs to be better integration across the three planning statutes (ie the Resource Management 

Act, the Local Government Act and the Land Transport Management Act). If it is not possible to make 

specific amendments to these Acts then another option would be to have an NPS which directs that 

decisions made concerning land use need to consider all three statutes. This could be incorporated into 

the proposed NPS on urban development. 

 

Funding is also an important aspect of any integration of land use and infrastructure. Without the 

funding component, land use and infrastructure is difficult to implement. 

 

Q13: Thinking beyond the current urban planning system, how should a new model be designed so as 

to avoid unnecessary administrative, economic and compliance costs? 

 

A new model could consider the following: 
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 Investigate the use of the special housing areas model. 

 Use of a ‘one-stop’ plan change or consent office – for large and complex urban development 

plan changes or consents, facilitate the set-up of a council consent office that assists the 

applicant. This could be an office which involves more than one local authority (eg it could 

involve all of the councils of a region as well as the New Zealand Transport Agency in certain 

situations). The Waikato Plan process which is currently underway is investigating and 

implementing some of these types of initiatives. 

 The need to also bear in mind the influence of the Building Act. 

 The fast tracking of plan changes or consents if a particular development area is in alignment 

with a spatial plan or growth strategy 

 

Future Proof would be very supportive of initiatives which fast track planning approvals for 

developments which are part of an agreed settlement pattern contained within a growth strategy or 

spatial plan, such as Future Proof. Another option would be to fast track plan changes or resource 

consents where they are in alignment with a settlement pattern that is contained within a regional 

policy statement.  Public consultation would have already occurred as part of a growth strategy / spatial 

plan under the Local Government Act 2002 and in the case of an RPS the relevant provisions would have 

been through first schedule RMA 1991 processes.  We understand that the recent Resource Legislation 

Amendment Bill provides some scope for these types of initiatives. However, the RMA itself would need 

to specially reference the need for alignment with growth strategies, spatial plans and / or an RPS. At 

present the proposed amendments to the RMA don’t do this. This is why Future Proof would like to see 

better linkage between all of these processes which are currently underway. A number of the ideas 

being raised through this inquiry can only be implemented through amendments to the RMA – which 

are already being consulted on through the Resource Legislation Amendment Bill. 

 

Q14: Thinking beyond the current planning system, how should national interests in planning 

outcomes be recognised and taken into account? What are the national interests that should be 

recognised? 
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National interests could be recognised and taken into account through a National Policy Statement. 

They could also be recognised through greater central government involvement in the development and 

implementation of growth strategies / spatial plans. 

 

National interests in planning outcomes may include: 

 

 Transport, particularly large roading and rail projects 

 Social infrastructure (eg education and health) 

 Encouraging good planning initiatives (eg integrated developments that provide a range of 

housing options) 

 Affordable housing initiatives 

 

Q20: Which aspects of the existing planning system would be worth keeping in a new system? 

 

 The opportunity for community input and local involvement in urban planning 

 The importance of a sub-regional / regional approach, eg urban development outcomes 

embedded in a regional policy statement 

 The four well-beings approach 

 

Q23: Would there be benefit in tradable development rights, tradeable permits and environmental 

offsets playing a stronger role in a future urban planning system? In what circumstances? 

 

Tradeable development rights have proven difficult to implement in the past in New Zealand. They are 

also difficult from an integrated land use, infrastructure and funding point of view and can make land 

use planning less certain. 

 

 

Q28: Should provisions relating to infrastructure planning and funding be integrated in a planning 

statute? What are the advantages and disadvantages? 

 

Yes if this can be done in the right way. Land use decisions should be integrated with infrastructure and 

funding. The three strands need to be considered together in a coordinated manner. 
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Q30: How could the planning system be designed to provide a sufficient supply of industrial and 

commercial land? Are there particular tools that could be used to ensure an adequate supply? 

 

At a high level industrial and commercial land supply should be investigated and scoped in a spatial plan 

or growth strategy. This should then be implemented through an RPS which filters through to a District 

Plan. Expectations around land supply could be included in the National Policy Statement on Urban 

Development but it is important that a broad approach is taken. It shouldn’t just be about releasing 

more land, but an integrated approach that focuses on ensuring there is enough supply (but not an 

oversupply), the infrastructure needed to support the developments and the funding implications. 

 

Care also needs to be taken when requiring land supply in advance of need as this can have significant 

financial implications, especially for councils. 

 

Q33: How could a future planning system be designed to reflect the differing circumstances and needs 

of New Zealand cities? Are new or different planning and funding tools needed? 

 

For growth areas in particular new and different planning and funding tools are needed in order to 

achieve good long-term outcomes. 

 

Future Proof is of the view that plan making and land use regulation needs to be left to the councils, 

albeit with guidance from central government, as this will ensure that different circumstances and needs 

are addressed. 


